1/10/72 


Dr. «ohn K. Lattiaoiv 
Department of Srology 

College of Physicians and Surgeons of Columbia Ohiversitv 
620 ¥ 168 3t. , J 

Hew York, S.yj. 10032 

Dear Dr. Lat timer - , 

+ - W P'“ at COU L i11 to sec with ^thhela evidence of the kenned,- assassination 

SS^TSSi'S^ “ tor “‘ “ » «*»«* i «it e 

in t ^ f U ff e . ths t ^ W2lter » ^vins suffered a painful accident Saturday, 

Srftfth^' t° S ; l ! nUr ‘ D ° &S ^ ::!Sy reca11 ' 1 *>ne a considerable amount of 
anv other !S aP i ^reiatod eviueiice , have mitten more extensively on the subject than 
any other plan more wnOag. in this writing i would like, of course, to quote you 

0n ®-°t th ® I,easons for *«*• ia writing is because i am now writing on just 
thus evidence. I hope you will be able to respond promptly. J 

First of all, l am fascinated that a urologist rather than a forensic pathologist 
rfas given such a clean scoop in access when the contract, with which you na* lot be 
P^^of-sts. Can this be attributed to personal friendships? II 


be to priority in application, for I did that 


he day the transfer was announced. 


Have you any explanation for your selection to bo the first, if not the only one'? I 
"rff y ° U Caa . 3ee “ a ‘ uied ^slevance in this question when you understand that you 
<~Une among snose vm applied nave agreed publicly with the conclusions of the Coiirdssion. 

sore tLrirf^ on the aingLe-buliet theory, although it has teen 

some tiu,e since 1 read i„. Therefore, first I address what I recall of your last night's 
appearance on CB 8 — TV. There you said that the rear, non-fatal wound was higher. How can 
yoaaccount for your placing it higher than both the Commission and it, numerous medical 

Tnn lff’ St rt USS t a t 0Dservera * «“* Clark panel, with whose work 1 presume 
e iaiai_iar. I, , indeed, it was higher, and the Warren Com: ission was eo:vect in 

tZJtX 0 f*' “® Q a0t . l 0 f atin -' J “ hisfaer discredit the Commission? Can both of you be 
orrect Xu *fc I k ing aooul; tiie flighi o£ a 3 x 11 , 5 ! e buiiot? 

in . *° U Said you a path throu ® h the body for this bullet. I'd like to know how, 

xa waat pictures or ^-rays. 1 have the identifications itemised by the canal and will 
oe aole to identify from this inventory. It is my impression that no track was. ever 
actually traced oy dissection, hence I cannot understand the existence of any film 
^5!“? ± *. iioreo / er * rei'ered to several bullet fragments in the body. From my 
a^rs’-aiiu^ng, ui h all -.he medical experts without any exception having swore tint the 
fragments tney saw exceeded what can be accounted as missing from Bullet 399 without 
rjorsnee to thews , agaents, i as, naturally, wondering how you find tills autSteates 
tne Report ana now you can say these fragments came from that bullet and no other. 

T Wl . Y °f^ re i’ ereGCeS to i the . wrist wund were slight, but if you plan any writing, may 
Uni/” ^ 2' y °4 Goaauli: tne ^sstimony ox’ the Dallas doctors who saw and debrided it? 

nlesu tney have toil you other than they swore to, it is their testimony that in the 
°- me mxo fra^aents were deposited than can be account as missing from 509 You 

ZE’SZZT* I «** ax or „ 

wouiv. welcome any now anforaation iroxa them. 



You said it Has 399, not any other bullet or fragment of bullet that caused the 
wound in Governor Connolly's thigh, if you can establish this you irnve indeed r.:ade a 
significant contribution, however, all the considerable evidence I have gathered is 
uniform in establishing this as ^^possibility. 1 would therefore particularly 
welcar. e proof of this. I also iTava X 22xS^f^Dallas doctors, not one of whom said this, 
ind, naturally, I aa interested in how you determined this from that of which you were 
talking, the evidence- to which you had just been granted access. 

i'ou seem to have made no refereaco to the so-called fatal wound. There are differences 
in location ana measurement relating- to both this wound and the other rear one. If you isay 
find these dixiorenees slight, zay interest is in the most exact location and description 
possible, so i would be interested if you were able to reconcile the differences between 
the autopsy/ Companion descriptions ana those of tlis panel. 


lour pinpointing of what you describe as the exit wound in the front of the neck, 
on ulib arm to Fred Crshaia, lead th these questions s how could you identify it as an exit 
wound rather, aay, than one of entrance after the tracheostomy, and on what picture or 
pictures did you see it? I found no single reference to any picture of the front of the neck. 

With reference to the head, were you able to prove that all the damage was by 
a single bullet and were you able to establish- that it was a fuii-jaciceted military 
bullet? Bid you find an evidence inconsistent with either a single shot or this ammo? 
lou seorn to have done considerable work with azaao. Butting this another way, did you 
find anything to Indicate that perhaps a different kina of ammo may nave been used? 

I presume tiiafc if there is such evidence, it would be in the 5-rays. Which reminds m, 
were you able to sstab2J.su that these arc all the X— rays taken and that all remain in 
perfect condition? I believe you did not sou all the X-rays taken. Had you the imowledg© 
or means to check this, so establish it cither way? Please do not infer what X iio not 
intend, the suggestion taut you deliberately suppressed. I aa aware that what you said 
say not have been used or quoted, particularly when TV psaaite such short excerpting. 

Svsn in a long news story, the reporter can't possibly include everything. Mowavor, 1 
hope you can uzmerstano. that others than you ziave an interest this, and X would be 
hesitant to believe you were given access to this evidence, public information, on an 
exclusive basis, that it becomes your property and that of no others. w n the otiier 
■ aan! ^» you so understood it or if this was the situation, 1 think it should bo dear. 

Bid you find any evidence of any other wounds or any reason to suspect any? I 
have in ay possession certain evidence that while not beyond reasonable question can 
be so interpreted. So, this is not ail idle question* 

What Mr. Graham quotes of the brace and bandage interests ;.ie because X have had a 
back injur i since 1339* J - have, intermittently, worn a variety of such braces. X have 
never worn or seen one that would permit sitting and preclude failing over. Moreover, I 
Jiave never seen or heard of one not equipped with straps to prevent riding up, itonoe I 
Can t foiiow tiie alleged use of the bandage for this purpose. I can cone- dvo that the 
bandage wao used to comfort ah area not protected by the braes, below it, but not that 
this also could preclude fal l i ng over. I realise tills is consistent with what you Iiave 
written earlier, that the President was prevented from falling, but did you fine, any 
proof of this in what you saw? If you understand that I have fallen when so braced you 
can, perhaps, better understand this question* Sor was I ever prevented from sitting. 


clone ''eliminates 


Fred Urahaa quotes you as saying that what you have now seen and it 
sasssstsljs any ctouot completely tnat Oswald alone "fared all the shots that struck the 
President." I ask what you saw taiat can in any way prove who fired what shots aid wi - 
what, x can understand that other evidence can lead to this belief, but this is not ] 


tk 

*7. - ■■.j-. “'•'V-v. MV a VU.O VlifcSJ J_ rO V HOW 

you arc quoted, nor is it the way X t n i n k you were on CBS last night* Bor, prestss&bly, 
tie reason you were permitted to see this evidence. **y bewilderment is cocpundec. by the 
interview 1 nave just seen on tne CSS Tv mo rnin g news, in which you conceded that 399 










n 
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1 


U 
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could have Struck Co nally alone. Do you not realize that this, in itself, i« total 
refutation of the Warren Eeport? On this, you say you could not see how a bullet like thin 
395 could have boon recovered in such perfect condition. With what you have earlier 
written about your own extensive work with, bullet? frankly, this astounds me. If you 
wosad like to see not one but more, please bo lay guest* One was done for me by a rank 
amateur. .It is identical ammo. And I have still another, found in Healey Plaza* further 
on this, Graham quotes you as saying that only one whole bullet was recovered* Did you 


not see 


If you did not see this 


to sac the second? Did you not know of it? Did you see the spectro- 

various fra^aents? If you asked, were you denied? 


XUl^SGS of the oun. C2 i iS 


, how can you validate any tangle one of your comments? And if 


you. din not ask to or did not know of it, does tide not characterize all of ycur effort? 

Graham quotes you as having seen a total of 65 pieces of various film. Is this 
the accurate total, of all or both kinds? ItLs only reference is to color transparencies. 
Did you sec any color prints'? 


Graham quotes you sa saying nobody on the Commission ever saw any of the film? 

Is this accurate? If so, what is your source. I-ly information is to the contrary. If you 
are not prepared to challenge or disprove my statement, how does this influence what 
you said, i i it docs? Let me ur frank anu tell you that such statements make ue doubt 
the extent of your scholarship and research, so I ask the extent to which you have 
studied the published and unpublished evidence, ay point being that since you were 
selected to be the single one to see this evidence, and fir. marshall is quoted as 
saying that your known position in support of the official explanation had nothing to 
do with your selection, do you, m fact, qualify as a genuine expert, especially when 
compared with others. 

In a way this leads to your comment on the drawing and your statement that it 
makes it seem that the bullet was travelling almost parallel with the ground. Gan it 
be that you are this unfamiliar with what the Gomiflission really said? % handicap 
precludes getting: you the precise reference, but when the decline in the street,* which 
you seem to have ignored, was added, I think the dommisoion gave the angle 03 about 17 
degrees, which is hardly parallel with the ground. Or, are you unfamiliar with the 
.published reconstruction pictures, with the car, where again parallel would appear to 
be one of the loss applicable descriptions? 

You arc quoted as saying that anyone firing from the front would have had to 
have been squatting in the ear. How did you eliminate the possibility of front entrance? 

You said on CBS this morning that you actually saw the track of a single bullet, a.a,-;thin £ 
no other expert has said and all qho have been directly quoted have denied, including 
those who did the autopsy. How have you eliminated the possibility of, say, a bullet 
entering the front and being deflected to elsewhere in the body? Did you see fall body 
X-rays? lou do have fragaents to account for, and the Coaoiasioa did say, as did the autopsy, 
that 399 struck no bone in the President's body. Do you dispute bids? If you do, how 
can you be interpreted as validating the Keport? 

Iron what you say, you have to have seen a picture of the anterior nock wound. Phe 
inventory I have lists not one. Did you? Does it show the presence or absence of "a circular 
bruise" such as you describe on the back? If you did not 3 ee such a paiture, head on, how 
can you justify the quotes as a scientific observation, the presumed purpose of your access? 

four denial of any firing from tne fronts prompts the question, how did you establish 
no store than a single head wound, as a matter of science, based on what you saw, as distinguished 
from your well-known opinion? Especially with an explosion there? And is uhat you saw of 
tire head wounds exactly as the Commission said, what the autopsy says? 



Graham says you examined the clothing. Boea it shed any light on tha other evidence? 
noes iv dispute any 01 it? is it; in pristine condition? Is your scholarship such, that you 
feel you can have on opinion on these thirujo? hid you have any reason to believe it Isas 
or can have any meaning other than a itributeu to it by die various official reports? 

ho you feel taat penetration of 47 inches of place* which I presume comes from your 
personal work:, is a fair equivalent of the history attributed to 399? Are you aware that 
when GMa duplicated this history, and then eliminated anything to replace the formally 
rib, they found no single bullet capable of that penetration? 


Returning to the liraham quotes and your today's appearance on CBS, I ask again how 
anything you saw could in any way address Oswald as either an assassin or the only one? 
*ou are, of course, entitled to your opinion. But what you have done is go fa:rtrair,tks± to 
give a pre-existing opinion. 2£©u have now said that you have seen evidence proving this. 

I therefore ask what this evidence is and how it proves fiat you have said, on the basis 
of this evidence only, not preconception, the latter being your right, but no; in the 
present context without support in the evidence you have been shown. 


How did ids evidence permit you to establish that Bullet 399 had, in fact, 
been in any human tissue, the President' s or the governor's? You said this and at the 
same tine today you said you were your own devil's advocate. Ton also said you had the 
poor folks at the Archives run things back and forth for you. Are you saying that you 
are aj an expert and b) have not seen the Zaprader and other film until now? Uhat 
else is there tlait they could run back and forth for you? 


In asking for end getting access to this public information, and some of it 
is official evidence, you have undertaken a considerable obligation I hope you will meat 


sqyiarloy, i hi“- 


does now and. c&tmov 
it, the obligation 


legally become your exclusive property. You therefore 
bo make response to questions asked, of about it 
and your comment on it. Otherwise, you are no better than a propagandist. I do not think 
you consider this of yourself and I certainly do not want to. I will be writing of this 
and the very last tiling I would want to say is that you were .given this exclusive access 
while lacking the proper qualifi cations, would not say what you saw when asked, would 
not describe or list what you saw, would not face challenge on your interpretations of 
what you saw or separate this from your preeoncpetions.aadxthat there is any reasonable 
question about your going given exclusive access or what you said thereafter. *n other 
words, this is not cn unfriendly letter unless you abdicate the very considerable 


obligations you undertook, unless you answer evasively or do not answer at all. What you 
have said ia currently getting enormous attention throughout the world. I think it is, 
therefore, incumbent upon you to make immediate response. If writing presents a problem, 
i.ould you please use a tape recorder? I will then get the tape transcribed and provide 
you with a copy. 


Sincerely, 


Harold leisberg 



